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II.— THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE GREEK MILITARY 

MANUAL ATTRIBUTED TO 

'AENEAS TACTICUS'. 

The treatise commonly assigned to ' Aeneas Tacticus' or 'Polior- 
ceticus' has hitherto not received the attention which it certainly 
deserves. Had it been recently discovered in the sands of Egypt, 
there is no doubt that it would have immediately attracted a large 
throng of eager students ; its real merits would be appreciated, 
and perhaps it would duly take its place as a 'Companion' to the 
Greek historians read in schools and colleges. It is a book that 
should awaken the interest of the student of history and at the 
same time appeal to the average fifth-form school-boy. The 
latter would turn with delight from the 'parasangs' of Xenophon 
to the various suggestions for the composition and despatch of 
secret missives by means of slight marks on the letters of a book 
rolled up in a bale of cloth, or messages written on thin sheets of tin 
stealthily slipped between the soles of the bearer's shoes, enclosed 
in the ear-rings of women or inscribed on leaves tied as plasters 
over a wound, curious precautions regarding passwords, the expul- 
sion of tramps, the use of vinegar to quench fire, cunning devices 
for detaching the bolt of a city gate, and the smuggling of swords 
in cucumbers. This little tractate really adds to our appreciation 
and knowledge of the history of Greece. No better commentary 
could be desired on the interrelations of small Greek states, 
the constant fear of treachery within, and the interminable strife 
with neighbours whose home is but a few miles away. Many 
valuable side-lights are cast upon special points of interest, as, 
for instance, the Theban attack upon Sparta 362 b. c. (ch. 2), 
the description of the harbour of Chios (ch. n), and the earliest 
version of the stratagem employed by Pisistratus against the 
Megarians at Eleusis, which is undoubtedly the original form 
of the absurd story of Solon at Colias offered by later writers 
(Plut. Solon 8, Polyaenus 1. 20. 1) as an explanation of the capture 
of Salamis. 

In preparing a revision of the text with an introduction and 
notes, which I hope to see published before long, I have been 
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greatly struck by the one-sided tendency of nineteenth century 
criticism as applied to this Manual. Much labour and ingenuity 
have been expended in ferreting out interpolations, and detecting 
real or supposed changes in the original arrangement of the 
various sections. Thanks to the energy of Hercher, Hug, and 
others who have contributed observationes criticae ad Aen. Tact, 
the text is now in a fairly satisfactory condition, although Hug 
has gone too far in the ejection of whole paragraphs as inter- 
polated ; but on the question of authorship all students have 
been only too ready to follow the tradition inaugurated by 
Casaubon. In the following discussion we shall first consider 
the evidence of the MSS and then deal with the statements of the 
ancient authors generally quoted in support of the current theory. 1 
In M, our best manuscript, the treatise has the following super- 
scription : AiXtavov toktikov un-d/xMj/ia ntpl tov »ra>r XPV ToXiopKou/Mvour 
dvTfx^y- It is easy to dispose of this claim to the honours of 
authorship put forward on behalf of a man who wrote a book on 
' The Theory of Tactics ' about the beginning of the second cen- 
tury A. D. The contents of the Manual which forms the subject 
of the present article afford unmistakable and overwhelming evi- 
dence that it was composed not long after the year 360 B. C. 2 It 
was first edited by Casaubon in 1609, as an appendix to his edi- 

•The MSS are: 1. M, The Medicean. Plut. LV, 4. 10th or nth cent. 
The others are all copies of M. 2. C, Paris. 2443, used by Casaubon for his 
edition; "descriptus manu Angeli Bergicii, hominis Graeci, qui ante annos 
sexaginta . . . depinxit" (Cas. praefatio). 3. B, Paris. 2522. 16th cent. 
4. A, Paris. 2435. There is a reference to a Vatican MS in the praefatio of 
Cas.; " Conradi Gesneri indicio didicimus, huius libri exemplar in Vaticana 
Romae servari." Hug is probably right in assuming this remark to be due to 
a mistake caused by the title of a treatise in Vat. 1164, for which see infra 
(cf. Aen. von St. p. I, note I). For a list of editions and pamphlets see 
the Bibliography at the end of this article. 

2 We have a terminus post quern in ch. 24, where mention is made of the 
capture of Ilium by Charidemus, an event which is known to have occurred 
in 360 B. c. In ch. 31 the Locrian custom of sending women to Ilium is 
referred to as still in existence; a fragment of Timaeus (66) informs us that 
it was abolished in 346. Hug by a skilful tabulation of events of known date 
mentioned by the author has shewn that these increase in number as we draw 
near to the year 360 B. c. He confidently fixes the date at ' 359 or at latest 
358 B. C.' (Aen. v. St. p. 8). It would perhaps be safer to allow ourselves a 
•wider margin. The passage about the Locrians is rejected as spurious by 
Hercher and Hug on grounds of style and irrelevancy; perhaps without good 
reason. Their theory involves the assumption of interpolation at a very 
early date. 
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tion of Polybius. Although the MS at his disposal (C, Par. 

2443) had the superscription Alvtlov rj alXiavov t<iktik6i> re teal nokiop- 
KrjrtKov viTOfiviqiia nepl tov ttws XP*1 iroXiopKovfifvaH/ (sic) avTt%iiv, CasaU- 

bon without the least hesitation published the treatise under the 
name of Aeneas. With the single exception of F. Lindenbrog 1 
no scholar has yet come forward to defend the claim of Aelian, 
or even ventured to cast any doubts upon the credentials of 
Aeneas. 

The ascription to Aelian is not the only charge that can be 
laid against the superscription of M. The title cannot be regarded 
as a satisfactory description of the subject-matter of the Manual. 
What meaning are we to assign to the word to.ktik.6v ! The 
treatise has very little to say about the ' disposition of troops ' 
which is the idea generally conveyed by the word when used by 
classical writers ; i it covers a much wider area and deals with 
various topics ranging from a commandant's right of opening 
private correspondence and locking inns on the outside in time 
of danger, to the exposure of the latest dodge for smuggling 
armour of all kinds in bundles of ready-made clothing, not to 
speak of hints on the use of dogs in war, the provision of pass- 
ports to resident aliens, and precautions against fire. Casaubon, 
feeling the difficulty, suggested in a note ad loc. that toktikov was 

used in the sense of o-TpaTyyixov and that tuktikov \m6p.vrjpa 

was the title of the whole work of which the irept tov nS>s kt\. is 
merely a small portion. Later writers, it is true, use the word 
TaKTiKos in the sense claimed for it here; but it never altogether lost 
its special meaning. There is certainly no need for it in the 
present connection, and it looks very awkward in combination 

with »repi toO itas kt\. 

So little faith had Casaubon himself in his own explanation 3 
that even before submitting it to the consideration of the conser- 
vative reader who wishes to retain the MS reading at all costs, 
he had already proposed to alter the wording of the superscrip- 
tion into Alveiov TOV TOKTIKOV. 

To the remainder of the superscription (was xpn <«*•) no possible 
objection can be offered; no more concise or appropriate de- 

1 In a letter written 20th July, 161 8. He believed Aelian to be the author. 

9 Cf. Xen., Mem. III. 1.6, Cyrop. 1.6. 14. Cf. the def. of )? toutikt} by Aeneas 
as i-xurriiiai wofefuKuv mvrpsuv quoted in Aelian, Tactics 3. 4. K R II. I. 
p. 268 (=Kochly u. Rilstow. See Bibliography). 

3 KSchly and Rustow accept it; cf. their note ad loc. " dass tciktwov hier 
ziemlich gleichbedeutend mit arparrr/iKov sei, bemerkt Casaub. richtig." 
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scription of the book has yet been suggested. Of the various com- 
binations found in our MSS or submitted by modern critics, 
this alone has hit the happy mean; it includes every portion of 
the book and again does not err on the side of redundancy 
or superfluity. The words nas xpt) ktX. comprise all the multifari- 
ous recommendations that may be made to a general who wishes 
to defend his country from all possible danger. 

Is it possible to explain the occurrence of Aelian's name in the 
title? There can be no doubt that Arnold Hug has found the 
correct solution. 1 

In M our Manual comes immediately after a work by Aelian 
which bears the superscription AlXtapov toktiko, and the sub- 
scription AlUavav apxitpt'cos tqktikij Ssapia. Evidently this suggested 
to a scribe the addition of the words hl\iavov toktikw imofivrnia to 
the title of the manual he was about to copy. So far Hug. But 
what could have induced a scribe or reader to father the Manual 
upon the author of the preceding treatise? The reason must 
have been that when he found it, the Manual was anonymous, 
like many other treatises of which copies are preserved in M. 
It is hardly probable that the superscription originally contained 
the name AiWov, and that this was intentionally changed into 
MXiavov. Arguing from the evidence of the only MS available 
(C), in which the title begins with AiWov rj alXmvov, Casaubon was 
quite justified in regarding the second name as an interpolation. 2 
After the publication of M, written in the ioth or nth century, of 
which all the other MSS, written in the 16th, are mere copies, 
such a theory is no longer tenable ; for the name of Aeneas has 
no place in the title given by our earliest MS. We might of 
course assume that a scribe, copying a MS earlier than M, acci- 
dentally changed Ahelov into AlXtavov, as the name he had written 
but a moment before was still in his mind's eye; but this would 
not account for the words that follow the name, viz., toktikov im6- 
pvr)[ia, which are awkward as they stand and were undoubtedly 
suggested by the subscription of Aelian's treatise. Seeing no 
mention of the author's name in the title, a man who wished for 
information on the point would naturally turn to the end of the 
book in the hope of finding more light in a subscription. None 
but an indifferent and reckless reader would cut the knot by 
immediately borrowing an author from the preceding treatise 
without first seeking for some clue in the book itself. That the 

1 Aeneas von Stymphalos, p. 2. • Cf. Praefat. Cas. 
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composer of our present superscription expended some thought 
upon the matter is proved by the fact of his having recast the 
old title and added what he considered a suitable link to join the 
name of the author to the original nas xpn- 1 Is it not likely that 
our Manual had no subscription in the MS which he used ? The 
probability of this conjecture depends upon the answer to another 
question, What importance are we to attach to the subscription 

of M, Atvetov no\iopKr)TiKa 17 Ai'Xiacot) KaBais i] apxr/t 2 AVithout One 

dissentient voice editors and critics alike have accepted the first 
two words as authoritative, and regard their evidence as conclu- 
sive on the question of authorship. They are certainly right in 
considering the words that follow (viz., % AiX. ktX.) to be an inter- 
polation inserted after the introduction of Aelian into the super- 
scription. 3 

Although the word Alvdov has been hitherto allowed to pass 
unchallenged, scholars have not hesitated to criticise the appro- 
priateness of rroKtopKrjTiKd as a title for the book. The word in- 
cludes every variety of siege-operations, and would not naturally 
be used of a manual limited to instructions for the defence of a 
beleaguered city. 4 

1 He seems to have regarded our manual as a kind of appendix to Aelian's 
Theory of Tactics. 

2 After hpxv there is an erasure which would cover about twelve letters ; cf. 
Eberhard in Bursians Jahresber. II. u. III. Jahrg. I p. 499. Hug (A. von St. 
p. 1.) suggests the loss of some such word as itn&einvvciv. However that may 
be, the erasure is of no recent date; for B (Par. 2522 16th cent.) has copied 
the subscription exactly as given in M as we know it. (See the collation of 
B in KR II. 2. p. 35°-) 

3 As superscription, text, and subscription are in the same hand, it follows 
that all these changes must have been made before M was written. Even in 
the absence of the words /raSuc ktX. we could still detect the interpolation ; for 
the insertion of y AIX. after -rroXiopKijTma shews these words to be an after- 
thought. 

4 The word is generally used for offensive siege-operations. The Byzantine 
'Anonymus' edited by KR II. 2. pp. 1-208 makes the following division (§5. 1.): 
r^c 6e GTpaTifyiKiji; to fiiv egtl tyvXaKTinbv t&v olneluv, to iU <XTretXi}TUibv tuv vtve- 
vuvtmv. *Ett( Se (pvXaKTinbv fitv pedodos, nad' ijv to; Trp&TTUv Tovg tdiovs fvXd- 
guev KaX a tovtuv eo~Tiv, airziAriTtnbv fie pfflodos, tcati' i/v tov(; kvavriov^ ap,vv/]Tai. 
§13 comes under the first heading and begins itrd .... Oilopev .... 
TrapaaKevd^taOai irpbc Tdf fir/xavas tuv ■KoXiopaovvTuv .... The 15th par. in 
the same section runs : Taq 6e fitupvKT^pac nakovfievas xsXuvac, &7rwc yivovTai, 
kv rote KoXiopKfjTLKalQ rjpiiv £KireKovjjTai' ottwc ds XPV KaT ' Q-vtuv ayuvl^eaOat , 6td tuv 
VTroKet/iivuv yvaoopeda, which proves that he considered rd TToXiopnTjTim to deal 
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It is very strange that those who admit the inadequacy of the 
term jroXtopKijnica should not have extended their scepticism to 
the preceding word and at least have subjected the whole subscrip- 
tion to a more searching enquiry. This might have led them to 
one important consideration which has hitherto been completely 
ignored, although it immediately changes the whole face of the 
question. In the midst of all our conjectures and more or less 
probable suppositions and suggestions, one fact stands out clear 
and distinct, and of its significance there can be no mistake. 
There once existed a copy of the treatise which contained no 
subscription in the place where it stands at present in the earliest 
MS ; the words Ahdov k. t. X. come, not at the end of the book itself, 
but at the end of the book as given by M, where it breaks off 
abruptly in the middle of a sentence} As the superscription and 
subscription are in the same hand, we must take M to be a copy 
of a torn and mutilated original, 2 unless we have enough faith to 
convince ourselves that the scribe lost or intentionally tore off 
part of his own copy and then added the subscription of the 
whole to the portion still surviving, or that he found he had 
copied all he wished to have, came to a sudden stop in the 
middle of a sentence, turned to the end of the book he was 
copying and inserted its subscription. If the subscription was 
added by any one who had access to an unmutilated copy, is it 
not likely that he would have seized the opportunity to complete 
the half-finished sentence? We are therefore fully justified in 
dealing with the evidence afforded by the subscription exactly as 
we should treat the suggestions of Casaubon, Sauppe, or Hug, 

exclusively with the attack upon a city. It is quite possible that Alv. noX. was 
the title of a work by the historical Aeneas which the composer of the sub- 
scription fancied he had discovered in the treatise he had just read. 

1 The last paragraph runs : Kepi 6i Tpo(pijs aoirou nai av anavic iv noXtopKia 
Kal vSdruv <ic Sel ndrifia noielv, iv tij TlapaonevaoTKij /3i/?/.u de^T/Xarai. btel 6e 
ravS' Tjiiiv elpf/Tai, irepi vavrwrjc ral-eoc diei/ti. TSavrimv Si aTparev/mroc ivo e'tat 
ordXot. Atveiov koX. k. t. A. 

2 The later MSS have religiously copied the unfinished sentence from M. 
Many pages had been torn out of M before the several MSS derived from 
it were copied. These were the first pages of various treatises, ruthlessly 
pilfered for the sake of the illuminated initials. It may be suggested that the 
abrupt ending of our text is due to the loss of a page in the original of M, 
the second side of which contained the beginning of a new work with its ini- 
tial. This can hardly have been the case, as the introductory reference to 
naval warfare implies that a discussion of some length is to follow. For the 
gaps in M cf. KR II l. p. 205. 
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that is, solely on their own merits and inherent probability. To 
MS authority we have no right to appeal, although we must 
admit that possibly the author of the conjecture based it upon 
the use of materials now no longer accessible. 

No importance need be attached to the evidence of the other 
MSS, as they are all copies of M, and the various combinations 
they offer are easily accounted for. The superscription of the 
codex published by Casaubon (Par. 2443) is evidently a ' contami- 
nation' of the super- and sub-scription of M. There is no sub- 
scription in this MS. B (Par. 2522) has the same subscription as 
M ; the superscription is also the same, but above it a later hand 
has added alveiov, rj alXmvov TToKiopKrjTtKov. (See the collation of B 
in KR II. 2. pp. 336-350.) 

My conclusions may be briefly summarized as follows. The 
title nS>s xpn KT ^- 1 mav we ^ have been original. The words 
AlXiavoC raxTtKop v7rd/ix7;/ia were added after a copy of the Manual, 
mutilated or entire, had been inserted in a MS where it was im- 
mediately preceded by Aelian's Theory of Tactics. 2 The sub- 
scription Alveiov TToXtopKTjTucd was introduced after the mutilation ; 
there is nothing to prove that it was anterior to the superscription, 
while there is good reason for believing it to be of later date. 

1 7r(jf XPV ( or ■k') ' s a form of title very frequently met with in MSS of mili- 
tary treatises ; cf. the titles of ch. II, VII, XV of our manual (e. g., XV mif. cJ« 
tif jjorftsiav i^uvai). Another favorite is irepi followed by a noun or irepl tov-\- 
infin, e. g., TTEpl tov {fxiivecdat ittwovc 7roA/loi?f ovrag b/ilyovc Julius Africanus (KR 
II. 2. p. 11). But Trepl tov ™c is very rare ; only one instance of it is found in 
a list of 162 titles quoted (for other purposes) by KR (II. I. p. 218, II. 2. p. 9) 
from Aelian's Theory and Jul. Afric, viz., Jul. Afr. J/3' irepi tov tto>( Su ioxvpus 
{iaJXtiv ', whereas there are 29 instances of 7raj-f- verb, 28 of irepi'-f- noun, and 
6 of TT£pi-\-Tov + infin. The words Kepi tov were probably added when the 
the original superscr. was enlarged by the addition of Alliavov kta. 

1 The above theory involves the assumption that there had been a series of 
MSS containing Aelian's Theory followed by our Manual ; cf. the similarity of 
contents in Vat. 1164 (?nth cent.), Par. 2422 (nth cent.), Vindobon. 120 
(16th cent.), Vat. 219 (dated 1406), as described by C. Wescher, Poliorcetique 
des Grecs, Paris. Imprimerie Imperiale 1867, pp. VII-XXXVII. 

Vat. 1 164 and Vat. 219 (in which the treatise is more complete) contain an 
anonymous work entitled birac XPV tov rr/c irohopiiovfiev7/<; itoktus CTparr/ydv irpoc 
ttjV noMopntav avTiTaTTEodat aai otoic ETCiTTjdtvpact tclvttjv (nrOKpoveodai. This was 
published under the title Anonymus de obsidione toleranda, by The'venot in 
his MathematiciVeteres, 1693 : the similarity of the Greek title has led several 
modern bibliographers to the erroneous assertion that the work attributed to 
Aeneas was published by Thevenot. 
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The remaining words Ka8a>s ktX. are later than the superscription 
and the original subscription. 

The word Aeneas is not found in the text of the treatise as 
given by our MSS ; but it is supposed to have occurred in a pas- 
sage now corrupt, where the context is assumed to afford con- 
clusive evidence that the author was making use of his own 
name. The theory was first put forward by F. Haase in an inter- 
esting article dealing with The Military Writers of Greece and 
Rome. 1 In spite of several difficulties that suggest themselves, 
his conclusions have so far met with universal acceptance ; not 
one voice of protest has been raised, and since the publication of 
this conjecture (1835) all editors and students of the manual have 
contented themselves with building upon the somewhat shaky 
foundation laid by Haase. 2 It would be well to examine more 
closely this ' remarkable confirmation ' of the traditional opinion 
regarding our author's name. 3 

The section occurs in the midst of a long series of instructions 
and suggestions for the sending of secret despatches and cipher 
messages from or to a beleaguered town. 

Ch. 31. §§ 17-18. 

<Eir]> dtrrpdyaXov (vfitytBrj Tpvrrrjaai <^Tpvni)paTa^> eiKotn kcu Terrapa, 
e£ etff fKaartjv nXevpdv tov daTpaydXov * €otg> 8e ra TpvnrjpaTa tov daTpaydXov 

•C(TToi)(tia. 8iapvt]povfVf 8e > d(f> r/t av irXfvpas dp£t)Tai to aXtpa, 
leal to i)(6p.tva aircp iv iicdaTt] irXevpa yiypaitTai. pfrd 8e Taira, orav riva 
ffeXijs (v avrols TitfcvOai \6yov, \litov dUipov. edv eXr/dierjaAt drjXovv rrj 
oVpo-fi rov Xivov, dp^dpevos tie rfjs TrXevpds toC darpaydXov, iv 17 to uXfpa 
earl, napeXdiov ra e^optva touts)!/ ypdppara,' orav eX6rjr fit <CTrjv~^- 
nXevpdv, ovto to) to eort, Stcipov 7raXic, napeis d« tovtov rd i^opeva, ojrov 
avpftaivfi Tovavai, <^8Uipov^> ko\ TrdXtf napcts rd f%6p€va tovtov, 07701/ 
ei>eo-Ti, ftUipov to Xivov, nat ovtco ra (iriXotjra tov Xdyov dvTtypd(p(ov evcipov 
eh Ta TpvTrrjpara warrep apTiatpeOa ovopa. 

1 In the N. Jahrb. 1835 ; see Bibliogr. 

2 Schwartz in Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopadie d. Class. Altertums- 
Wissenschaft, s.v . Aineias, does not even tell us that the name in the text is a 
conjecture: cf. den richtigen Namen, der in der Schrift stlbst (31. 18) vor. 
kommty enthalt die Subscription Alvelov kt7^ 

'Haase, I.e. p. 93: Doch ist eine merkwiirdige Bestatigung fur die Richtigkeit 
des Namens aus dem Aeneas selbst noch nicht aufgefunden die wir hier 
beifiigen wollen. 

4 Not in M, inserted from Julius Africanus. 5 lb. M has only J. 

6 apfti M : apgr/rcu J. A. ' Xivu dlaipuv M. 8 iv tij diatplaei M. 

• rrapaypappara M ; ypappara J . A. 10 kfSi} M: iWr/g J. A. ll eveipeM. 
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Julius Africanus borrowed this passage from our author : the 
text printed (with a collation of three MSS) by Hercher in the 
appendix to his edition of 'Aeneas ' is of considerable use for 
the restoration of the original; but it is easy to see that the scribe 
had quite lost the thread, and without the text of 'Aeneas ' it 
would be impossible to get at the general sense of the passage 
in J. A. 1 

Conrad Orelli had already suggested that the unintelligible 
<\r)8ivT)a\l was to be explained as a corruption of the example 
chosen by the author for the illustration of the process he was 
describing ; he discovered that for the first letters we should read 
8(\gs, and this gives us lav 6i\gs followed by the example. So far 
he is certainly right, but the rest of his conjecture offers little 
help. 2 

The objection to assuming a sentence to have dropped out will 
be seen when we come to consider the end of the paragraph. 
Haase, accepting pVXjr as correct, found in the rest of the letters 
the name aineias, which Hercher changed into aineian. It 
must be admitted that it is easy to account for the transformation 
of each letter if we assume that at the time of the corruption the 
word was written in uncial characters (a = A, El = H, N = ai) ; 
but the rest of the section hardly warrants the certainty with 
which Haase's conjecture has been accepted. 

Of all the letters in the word aineian only one is referred to 
in the detailed instructions that follow the example in our MSS; 
of this one letter there can be no doubt ; Co. Orelli was right in 
reading to v thai for the MS rovdvai, although perhaps this should 
be changed into r6 vv Jvai, as the two letters already mentioned 
(a\(pa, Iuto) are written with their names in full. The presence 
of i in tXrjdiv and the slight emendation required to change 6vto 
tw tu into o$ to i'5to, for which we have the support of Jul. Afr., 
gives us another letter of which we can be certain. We have no 
right to extend this certainty to the first letter. The words 

ap£dfi*voe ck TTJS nXtvpas tov daTpayaXov, «v rj to ti\<pa earl, afford no 

'The sands of Egypt may still solve our problem by restoring a papyrus 
containing an early text of the section in J. A.; the conclusion of Book XVIII 
of the ksbtoI has been published by Grenfell and Hunt from a papyrus written 
before 275 A. D. (Oxyrhynchus Papyri III No. 412, 1903). 

* Cf. note ad. loc. " Opinor scilicet verbis corruptis contentum fuisse id, 
quod auctor epistolae cryptae significare voluerit alteri locumque ita restituo: 
iav 8ikr)s dr/Aovv, ai vr/tr; akiCovTai." 
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argument in favour of AIN ; they simply tell us to begin on the 
side that contains the hole for the first letter of the alphabet. 

The author is here repeating a warning already given 
(Siapvjinovtve <ctX.). It was essential that the correspondents should 
have previously arranged on what side of the die the alphabet 
should begin. The sender's natural tendency would be to pick 
up the die, and if he wished to indicate the letter 8 draw the 
thread through the fourth hole on the first side that presented 
itself. But how was the recipient to know that the letter was 8 
and not k, tt, or x> each of which would be represented by the 
fourth hole on one of the four sides ? Such a mistake could of 
course only be possible with the first letter of the message. To 
avoid all chance of error the reader is once more cautioned to 
start from the side already agreed upon. 

Although we are told to begin with the side containing a, we 
are not told to draw the thread through the hole chosen to repre- 
sent that letter. Something has evidently dropped out ; just as 

after ov to lard f'o-n We have Sietpov irakiv, SO after tv i to i1X(pa tori 

we should expect Meipov. The letter immediately before tv in 
the MSS is 8 (*Ai)8i»0; the hole for 8 would of course be on the 
same side as a ; it is then not impossible that after telling his 
readers to begin by holding the first side of the die up, the 
author instructed them to draw the thread through the hole that 
stood for 8. This conjecture is supported by the MS reading of 

the words that follow, viz., napeKOav Ta ixopwa Tovrav, of which the 

last has been changed by the editors into tovtov. But why have 
we Tovrmv here only and the singular toutou in the two other places 
where the preceding letter is referred to? 1 If a and 8 had gone 
before, the MS reading would be quite intelligible. 

The remainder of the passage lends very little support to the 
conjecture aineian. Instead of oW ivto-Tw of the MSS Haase 
proposed ottov ? ivum. or 6Vov « cVn; but we still miss the article, 
although it has been used in the case of the other letters 
(a, t, v). After on-ov a few letters must then have been lost in the 
copying of an earlier MS, as the corruption cannot be accounted 
for by the mere substitution of tl (=e) for «.; besides, ?«o-« itself 
is a very appropriate word. Again, the expression trnpeir to 
f\6p€va toutou ottov eeeon Sittpov to XiVov seems to suggest a letter 
between v and the end of the alphabet : 2 otherwise we should 

1 Viz.: tovtov (sc. rob i) Ta kx^peva, and ra c^o/icva tovtov (sc. tov v). 

2 May not the gap be filled by reading ottov to ov or to i iveoTi? 
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expect the author to instruct his reader either to wind the string 
over the remaining letters and begin again on the side containing 
a or else to go back from v to e. 

At this point the detailed instructions suddenly break off and 
we are told to complete the message according to the illustration 
given. It is hard to see how Haase and his followers could 
maintain that in the corrupt StujaAi we must look for a detached 
word and not the beginning of a sentence. The words to inikoma 
tov \oyov make it perfectly clear that the single example chosen 
above is itself part of the message to be indicated by the cipher. 
In spite of the corruption in the MS the general meaning is evi- 
dently "goon with the remainder of your communication accord- 
ing to the process worked out for an Svofia." The last words are 
oW«p SpTi ovofia with a verb, probably i84p,i8a (Sauppe) ; there is a 
sharp distinction drawn between Ao'yo* and ovop.a, ' communication ' 
and ' word ' ; there is no need to take ovopa to mean ' name ' or 
'noun.' 1 

This shews that one word had been described in full ; but our 
MSS do not carry the process further than the letter after v. 
Our earliest MS then stands to a still earlier MS in the relation 
which subsists between the MSS of Jul. Afric. and a MS of the 
class of M. As Jul. Afr. gives detail for three letters, for the third 
of which the reading is corrupt, so M gives detail for four letters 

with a corruption of the fourth (aX(j>a, lara, onov uvai avpfialvei Jul., 
a\<fya, lara, rovtlvai, oirov iveaTiv M). When the word chosen for 

illustration had once been lost, it was inevitable that details of the 
process should be omitted in the MSS; and M stands only one 
step higher than the MSS of Jul. Afr.; instructions for several 
letters are missing. 

Finally, the MS reading di/Ttypd<f>a>v has been changed by Hug 
(Proleg. p. 42) into IAN ypdcpwv; this completely obliterates the 
distinction between \6yos and Svopa, and the same charge can also 
be brought against the quite unnecessary conjecture «W av ntpdvys 
to ovofia which Hercher prints in his own revision of the text. 
Hug in his text reproduces the reading ofthe MS which he marks 

'For /Wyoc the meaning 'message' 'communication' is fixed by its use 
above, brav rtva dt'Ar^i; ev avrotQ TideaOai "Aoyov. For the antithesis cf. the use of 
pfljia and ovo/ia, ' expression' as opposed to ' word.' Aeschin. Ctes. 72 ov yap 
£<j}r/ faiv (nai yap to pfijia psftVTj/iac of sine did rijv drjdlav tov Xkyovroi; dya nai tov 
bvdpiaTog) drroppij^at rfjv ryvafiax'^v^ where bvopa = dizopprjZai. 

See Plato Apol. 17. C. with Riddell's note, and Rhys Roberts' Glossary to 
Demetrius on Style. 
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with an obelisk, in his critical note, and Proleg. (p. 42) he offers 

wore -ntpavai o edepeOa ovopa. 

But even if we had unimpeachable MS evidence for the read- 
ing suggested by Haase, it would by no means inevitably follow 
that the composer of the manual was using his own name. The 
probability would be greater, if it could be proved, as Haase 
thought, that SivijaXt stood for a single name used apart from any 
context; but, as we have already seen, the words ™ cmXoma toO 
\6yov prove it to have been the beginning of a sentence. When 
a man wishes to give a specimen of his own handwriting or to 
shew how a single detached word can be transmitted in cipher, 
he is naturally prompted to take his own name; it is on the other 
hand not likely that he will do so in dealing with a typical mes- 
sage from the commandant of a fortress. Finally there always 
remains the possibility that the whole section is a quotation from 
some other writer ; we know that our author quotes from Thu- 
cydides and Herodotus, and in no case does he acknowledge his 
indebtedness. 

Those whose faith has once been shaken by doubts regarding 
the validity of the titles in the MSS and the internal evidence for 
the name Aeneas, will find but little consolation in an appeal to 
the testimony of Polybius and Aelian. 2 Our verdict must be 

1 avTiypa(j>av may mean ' copying ', ' transcribing ' ; cf. cryXai avTiypafyai, 
Demosth. Leptin. 36; also avriypap/ta, avriypatjiti, 'transcript'; (see Liddell 
& Scott). If any change were thought necessary, I would suggest avaypa<j>uw ; 
cf. the use of avaypcufieatiac in reference to the recipient of the cipher 31. § 19: 

der/osi tie rbv avayiyvoOKOvra avaypa<f>ect)ai dg SeXrov to 6r)\ovp.eva ypappara in 

T&V TpVKJ/fiaTWV. 

2 Polybius X. 44 : Alvetag de {3ovX7/&el<; diopduaaaOat tjjv roiavryv airopiav, 6 ra 
irepl tuv OTpaTTjywiiv invo/wyuaTa amreraypevog, fipaxv pev ti irpoefiifiace, tov ye 
fiijv deovrog ciKfiyv wa/mo?M to Kara rt/v 'emvoiav aireXe'upBt/. yvoir; <$' av ng en 
tovtuv. (filial yap 6eiv ktI. Then comes a long quotation from the remarks 
of Aeneas. At the end of ch. 7. of the Manual, we have ag Se del raiiTa 
( — instructions for signalling) yiyveodai koX ug alpecv rovg <ppvKTovg,'ev ry 7rapa~ 
OKevaaTiKi) j3ij3?M irXewvog elprfrai. btiev del rt/v pdSr/aiv lapfiaveiv, Iva pij dig 7repi 
tuv aiiTav ypa<t>eiv avpfSri. On this passage, Hug, who accepts the identity of 
our author with the Aeneas of Polybius, has the following note : nai ug alpeiv 
rovg fpvKToiig ab interpolatore profectum esse suspicatur H(ercher), mihi totum 
caput VII suspectum. Aelian, Theory of Tactics, ed. KR II. 1. ch.i,2: Kal 
■rrepl rrjg md' "Oprjpov TaKTmfjg kvervxopev avyypa<pevai "LrpaToi&el nal 'T&pnela nai 
Qp6vTimi Tij> nod' t/pag avdpl {nrariKip. 'E^etpydaavro de rf/v deopiav Alveiag re did. 
7T/Widv<jv Kal OTparyyiKa fiifiXia inava axnna^apevog, u» emropijv 6 QerraXog 
Kiveag eiroiijae, Tlvppog re 'B.ireipaT7jg raKTim emirate Kal ' AM^avdpog tovtov 
vlog Kal KXeapxog, and ch. 1, 3: eneyvov de, ug eirog elrrelv, [iravrag] Toiig avy- 

27 
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' not proven ', as will be seen from the following comparison, (i) 
The historical Aeneas was among the first to work out the theory 
of tactics ; our manual was written in the middle of the fourth 
century B. c. (2) Aeneas wrote about fire-signals, and his remarks 
are quoted with disapproval by Polybius ; our author states that 
his irapao-K.eva.anK.ri /3i(3Xor contained full instructions for the use of 
fire-signals. (3) Aeneas composed o-TparrjytKa /3t/3Xia Uavd, n-epl ram 

o-TparrjyiKav {iTTopvr)para ; Our author refers tO his Own works 'Kkov- 
opara (38, 5/> irapaoKevaOTtKr) fiifiXos (7, 4 • &, 5- 4 < - > > 8,) iropiOTiKr) 

/3i/3Xor (14, 2), o-TpaToneStvTiKr) /3tj3Xor (21, 2). He never uses forms 

like ra wapao-Kcvao-TiKu, nor does he USe to irapao-KevaariKov kt\. except 

in one passage which Hug rejects as an interpolation (21, 1. h ra 
■napao-KcvaoTiKdf). The above parallels are hardly close enough to 
warrant the identification of the two writers. There is nothing 
whatever in our treatise to make it even probable that the author 
wrote on any subject besides ' How to defend one's country ' ; all 
the other works he mentions, as far as may be gathered from his 
description of their contents, may well be included under this 
heading ; for instance, the long list of references to the napao-Kcva- 
otikj) /3i/3Xo? in chapter 8 deals exclusively with defensive warfare. 

Aelian includes Aeneas among those who wrote for specialists 
and experts ; our treatise was certainly intended for the man in 
the street, the mere civilian novice suddenly called upon to or- 
ganize the defence of his country. 

It has often been suggested that the author of our treatise was 
no other than Aeneas of Stymphalus, General of the Arcadian 
League, mentioned by Xenophon in the seventh book of the 
Hellenica (3, 1). The case has been fully worked out by Hug in 
a pamphlet which he boldly entitled Aeneas of Stymphalus, an 
Arcadian Author of the Classical Age (1877). A detailed exam- 
ination of his arguments would take us far beyond the limits of 

ypa<jie~iQ ac eiSooi ra irpaypara -oif avtiponoic: cvvreraxoraQ. In the earlier 
version of Aelian's Theory, falsely attributed to Arrian and first published by 
Scheffer under the title Arriani Tactica (Upsala, 1664), the beginning of the 
work is missing, the first words being o Tlvppov naif: nai 'K'Xeapxog. After the 
list of writers we have: ion de ^vpTravra ravra ra avyypdppara eKEivy paMora 

ovk cof£?itpa, ore &<; trpoQ ufioraQ avyyky pa-Krai rovro de avrb edo^e fioc Trpurov 

laaacOai avruv rr/v aadosmv. For a discussion of the two versions see KR. 
II. r. p. 86, pp. 201 sqq. The quotations from the Manual in Jul.Afric. throw 
no light on the author's identity. The short paragraph in Suidas is taken 
directly from Polybius (X. 44). Alveiaf ovroc lypaipe xepi irvpaav, ag ipr/ci 
Tlolvpioc:, Kal irtpl o-paTi/yijparuv mopvrjpa. 
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this article ; suffice it here to say that to the present writer they 
appear unconvincing in the extreme. 1 One feels that there were 
many other Greeks to whose claims the facts alleged to favour 
Aeneas of Stymphalus would afford equal support. The Arca- 
dian general may have written the book, but not a scrap of proof 
has yet been offered to shew that he and no other must be the 
author whose name we still seek in vain. 
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